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NTERA LLABORATION TO FACILITATE
FOR RURAL RANDICAPPED STUDENTS'

of

viding services

1974 Rand Corp oration

livery system was frau

gation report detailed

persons from agency to

servvices or receiving

private agencies -must to anivolved in pro -

dicapped children and their families. 'Yet;

concluded that the present service de-

.4 1978

States

inordinate. complexity. A GAO investi-

inefficiency and shuffling of handicapped

Taney .with y persons not receivingApeeded

ices only after exasperating diffibulties.

study of the Office Cof the Comptroller General ,of the.United

B !

found (1) _duplication of services *Id competition between

'agencies,

acce

wasted esource

and (4) inadequate

The Second

FL 94-142 (1981)

barriers obStructing service

ces (Rosenau 980).

nual Re = rt to Con e on the I

the U.S. Office of Special' Education (OSE) deter-

other major problem to be ascertaining which program will pr

vide or pay for a given. ice and under what conditions. For ex

ample, many state statutes prohibit an agency from using Mate funds '

to, pay for ices if ar public or private agency could cover

such services. .0n the premise that under L 94142,

agency,, was making certain services agenerally,available," non-educa

a state education

tional agencies in such states either withdrew or diminiShed serVices.



United State Senate andllouoe Subcommittee oversight hearings

I. 9e =142 have provided a major unding boars for representatives of

and advocacy groups and service agencies. One of the ten

most frequently cited topics in the hearings

ration. (From Liaison Bulletin, (Supplement),

by NASDE, Inc , Washington, DC.)

Cente

as interagency collabo-

,

17 1979, lished

The Interamna_2211aboration Primer of the .Regional Resource

Task Farce on Interagency Collaboration (1479) r ed-that

and state offices reorganized en the above-inquiries and

reports in an effort to improve service delivery''coordination. After

as a result offollow -up studiesstudies indicated littre Ampr

nization efforts, a federal interagency initistIme was launched.' This

initiative incl .ided key ag eaments between major agencies providing

services to handicapped children and youth(with specific roles and
A

ihilities of agencies clarified. -The, agreements were to sqrve

as prototypes for subsequent agreements at the state and local levels

that more clearly specified programmatic and monetary responsibilities

for different egenciee;proViding services.,'

OSE's Sedond Ann o C (1981) detailed inter-

agency coordinationses a major administrative fiin tion of the agency.

OSE Ias also made efforts .to encourage innovative practices leading to

collaboration delivering s iaes.

I

For l ample, the OSE and other federal agencies have jointly de-

y legally

approp-

veloped policy statements explaining how certain progr

dontinue to provide servic d how the various agencies

. riately collaborate. Every recent -maj o r piece of legislation- dealing

P

h the handicapped his contained some provisions for -the integration



or coordination of s ces across it agencies.

the Department of Education and the

3-

farina tion .of

ivities of the Task Force on

Equal Educational Op portunity for Handicapped Children created in 1980

substantially increased coordination of enforcemeht of PL 94-142 and

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.



The "State of the Art" of Interagency Coll ration
i al Schools

Increasingly scarce source and additional education service

mandated by Public 'Law 94-142 (Pt 94-142) and section 504requirements

of the Vocational Rehabilitation _ct lave emphasized the 'need for

interorganizationa1 relationships in rural Schools. The current

conservative era anticipated fedeial cutback interagency.

collaboration at-the local level even more imperative. roan the

nation, state level to reduction initiatives and gkoups of constitu-

ents and legislators are demanding'evidence of non - duplication before

approving new and continUingapprOpriatibns for services. Consumers

are demanding'more of service delivery systems and are using litiga7

tive and legislative vehicles more equently.

One irony of current mandates for interagency collaboration

avoid duplication is that repetition of service has seldom been a
k

problem in,rural areas. Rather, rural schools have generally c _s6n

to hare information, fun clients;.staff, programs, facilities, and

in attempts to ad severe gaps in service delivery,
%

systems. small districts have formed collaborative organiza-

tional structures solely because of the provision of PL 94-3,42 speci-

fying that a district must apply for a minimmm:of $7,500 for their

service delivery systems. H9wever, the major reasons for rural inter-

agency cooperation have clearly focused on scarcity of needed re-

sources vis-aAris bureaucratic complexity.

Congressional ndates for equity for handicapped populations in-

chiding the Elementary and Secondary Ed cation Act (ESEA), PL 94-142,

and Sections504 are clearly not being met in rural areas. Twenty per-

cent of all rural populations live poverty. The percentage of
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schoolrage dhildien not englled in any schoot repreSentS

non-enrollment rate of nearly twice that of urban areas. It has been

.indicated that the meant oE.handicappimg.conditions is.prdportion-

-ately larger in rural than in urban areas and that rural schools have

, the largest unnerved special needs populition WEE Rural Special

Education Task Force Report, 1979; National Institute of Education,

1975; Beige, 1480).

Problems of organiting fiver rural special education sera

vices relate 'Ea the basic generic. difficulty of rural diStrictsn-how

to provide economical specialized programs in small school units.

The cost per unit of specialized, services is. higher in rural areas

than in urban areas due to less Professional resources available,

tram on harriers, and other rural attributes.

Although rural communities. devote

education than their counterparts,

of their resources to

Coleman Report (1966)

indicated rural educational achievement was significantly lower than

urban. A National School Board Association survey, assessing costs

of .edu_tirmi-handicapped children according to the mandates of PL

94-142 found that small school districts had experienced the shaipeSt

increase_.in special education costs of all U. districts (Education

of the Handicapped, June 20, 1979).

.Educational collaboratived have been viewed as a by which

al schools and districts4can share specialized human, m&terial, and

ethnical resources without consolidating. It has generally been

ble for collaboratives to maintain a service orientation rather

overemphasizing' egulato furctions. According to Mack

Stephens (1979), special di frict ucationai service agencies such as



state-mandated.BOCES 4m made significant 'con-
.

tributions of programs and

(LEAs).

-al education agencies

_

concern _n

--r of

no pass - through funds.. This

LEA unable to qualify for a $7,

handicapped childr

mandAte

to provide

(HIE)' -funded

pecial education was a uni

and (2) over thi all

to special education. In fact,

L'979 National Institute

nearly one half the total

1979) .

mile

of

col labor

of all agenci

of all the

education stiff constituted

ncies (Mack & Stephens,

ice delivery al eater,range

related services to be provided with fe

vv= have definitely

special.educati has often resu

offered by individual districts,

offered panaceas. Regionalized

in moments over the low of

decision-making control, the location of the. unit, personnel chores,

loss of c inity pride and ownership in programs, and higher s-

portation cos cation of the Handicapped, June 20, 1979).

Centralized Se have frequently amplified bussing pr leTris

Sav ngs accrued fr-ora seryserving larger numbers of students have soueti mes

been mated lry greater costs' of transportation,

el, and faster bus depr--73. tion (Schr 1979)-

drivers And



The. National C native S d ardin R al c'e

Deli

Education

stems Before and After Passage of PL 947142 conducted; -by

the psE-fuhde4 .National Rural Research and Personnel. PreparatiOn

Project (NRP) addressed several ;strengths and concerts egarding-the

functioning of rural special education cooperatives and- interagency

agreementi (Helge, i980). Forty-three special education cooperatives

and_ 32 distikcts in 17 states were involved'in the study.

Almost all (97%).;f_the LE-As/cooperatives:84RO._ had developed.

interagency agreements to facilitate a free, appropriate 1 c educa-..

tion for rural handicapped students. These agreements were with

agehcies that varied frolfl mental health, public health, and law ed-

forcement agencies.to universities and private., foundations. Previ-

ously unavailable services

had been made available in

cost to famiiie-

such as physical and ocejipational therapy

ny rural districts/cooperatives at nii;

such interagency agreericents

Interagency agreements made by cooperatives had'increased from 7%

of the cooperatives having such agreements before PL 94-142 to almost

one-third (29%) by the 1979-80 academic yea Many cooperatives

reCe4ved services 4from neighboring local districts as well as from

social service and private pi.: nt agencies

Table 1 below, illustrates ha types of interagency .involvement

before and after pas age-of PL 94-142. Such agreements were identi-

fled as essential in providing'related and support services in sparse=

ly populated _areas with scarce professional resources. This

especially true in providing for students with low incidence handl-

caps. Increased. interagency nts were reported fo be partially

1
ponsible for. the aVerage increase of 9

the number of students identified and rved./

een 1975 and 1980) in



TABLE 1

Types of Interagency Involvement Before and
) After Implementation of PL 94-142

t

Mental Health & Comprehensive

Before % After "Percent

YL 94-142 PL 944142 Change

Care Agencies. 0

Vocational Rehabilitation Agencies

25%
. 07%

48%
17%

I-92%*

+143%*

Residential Placement Agencies 09%. 11% +22%
,-

Social'Serviee Agencies 21% 25% +19%

Law Enforcement Agencies 07% 09 %' +29%

Publie-gealih-and'Professiodal
Medical Agencies 19% ' 131 , -32%

Family & Child Service Agencies 08% :13% .+63%

CooPeratiVes 07% 29% +314%

Head Start Agencies 03% .U41 33%

Universities 0% 05% **

Private Foundation 016 05% , **

Easter seal,CETA,
Sheltered Workshops 11% +10001*

No Interagency Agreements 31%, : '03% -90%*

Significant to the .05 level'
Increase infin ter statistic cannot be calculated

Although these data exhibit positive trends in the developMent

interagency agreements, several problems were indicated by the 1980

study.,Interagency agreements possible in suburban and urban dis ci lots

were found to be less feasible in remote areas far from certain types`

agencies and programs. In addition, data trom the N nal Com-

parative- Study strongly indicated that a full range of potential

agreements had not been fully explored with entities such as preser-

vice programs, law enforcement agencies, and private foundations.

Many LEA/cooperative personnel expressed reservations about their
.

grantwriting skills and concerns about retesting assistance from

social agencies and university personnel.



The following additional concerns regarding inter - district colla-

boratives were identified in the study.

Goal 'displacement Was a potential in_ that emphasis
on coat efficiency sometimes became the overriding
goal of an administrative structure, and individhal
child needs Were placed at a lchosr priority level.
A caveat earned to.benecessary in maintaining foci
on the true purposes of the cooperattive.

deggate consideration had to be given to establishing
.'effectiire relationships between the cooperative head-
guartere andnach districtvin regular as well as special
education matters. This'includecrlines of accountability
Of all personnel' hired by the coopekative to work with
some or all districts involved. Problems frequently bc-
curred when:guidelines-tor dividing -service time for oo-
Operative perionnel among vprious duties and districts,
were not clearly formulated. Some cooperatives found it
effective to allocate district coats for the cooperative

',staff on the basis of the amount of time and service de-
livery in that particular district, and other districts
preferred' that staff be paid on an equally split basis,
no matter where services were delivered.

Many cooperative personnel were concerned with the
abilities of shared personnel to cover vast distances
effectively, such as extremes of 24,000 square miles
and entire islands. Many special education supervis
ory staff hired by the cooperatives were unable to ef-
fect special education staff work with their districts.
They either had no hiring input or no control over staff
actions, as many speCialloducation personnel were doem:,_
to be accountable to tigrbuilding,princGal once they
entered'-his or her building.

Many staff hired by cooperatives were concerned that
district personnel were abrogating their responsibi-
lities toward the handicapped by allocating all res-
ponsibility for handicapped students to the coopera-
tive. They felt the need for better education and
commitment of district personnel in understanding
their roles ana complying with PL 94-142.

Many rural districts found r-egioit 1 service delivery
threatening to the standard of local autonomy as ie-
gionai decision-making frequently took place without
the advice of LEA officials and parents. However,

most rural/districts preferred the cooperative level

of removal of local autonomy versus control of the
cooperative.



Perspectives of Na ade gunnel R- din
the "State of the of Interagensy Collaboration
-7V at the National Level.

10

Additional data re gathered by the NRP during 1980 -81 to ,deter-

mine perspectives of national leadership personnel regarding the

potential for effective national 'interagency collaboration AC).

This study included a comprehensive literature review and a telep

survey, soliciting the opinions of representatives of 100- federal

agencies, national professional organizations, and funded by

the federal government to coordinate national or regional services for

handicapped students using LAC as a major vehicle.

Respondents were primarily assistant secretaries of federal

agencies related to rural education or their designees, Congressmen,

executive directors of national professional organizations and direc-

tors of projects funded by the OSE or NIE to enhance. IAC effortd. The

types of personnel interviewed are depicted in Table' 2 below.

Questions, on the survey instrument dealt with perceptions of

needs for IAC, antecedents necessary for effective IAC, and paten

roles of those rveyearto facilitate LAC. A force field approach was

also initiated to delineate problems and resources in initiating IAC.

addition, the questionnaire assessed expectations of collaborative

efforts among federal agencies and national professional organizations
6

to improve rural special education services. The study incorporated

the definition of IAC as 'consisting of cooperative efforts between

two or more organizations for the purpose of assessing needs or plan-

nine, implementing, or evalua

1

loss handicapped students.



Each questionnaire its queried participants their

national3responsi4lities and their perspectives with- regard

gional; or local IAC implementation. Respondents. were encou g d to
I

,givi as many resppnse as reflepted their views n a given qu tion.

d

1

Responsestewe e sorted, catalogued, arid tabulated. All :percentages

quoted reflect the percentage of the'total populati-n of 100 re _nd-

'

ents, _ating lar ariea of opinion.

TABLE

of Personnel Interviewed in the,
thteragedcy Collaboration study

National Professional Organisations
Regional Resource Centers
Federal Regulatory Agencies
National OSE,Funded Projects., Regarding

IAC EnhaTigement
National Ruial Organizations
Regional Education Laboratories

(NIE-fundad)
ibniverAity Rural Centers and rojects
Statewide "Rural" Cant Ts k
Congressmen S Officeff Congressional

Rural Caucus 4'
PriVate.Corporationg' .. - 5

National Conterg for Migrants 4.
(

.

, Total 100

N

17

12

11

11
10

9-

a'
7

Results of the tudy'clearly indicated that effective'IAC at the

national level was viewed not only as feasible but as essential for

facilitating full service delivery for handicapped studdnts.

As indicated in Table 3 below, participants felt strong needs for

role clarification ainong all involved - agencies so that the organiza-

tion they represented could most effectively engage IAC efforts.

Respondents, also felt a need for a systematic internalplan



coordinated with other agencies. relating

Although these two needs

agencies

12

their organizations.

seen as more critical for participant

collaborate with other national level orgaiiiatio_s (45%

And 31% respectively); they were also viewed as im rtent (33% and

facilitate .,ctalaboration- of participant agencies with),

,regional /local agencies.

Items not _Afied as internally problematic were at least as

Significant as Lose mentioned. Particularly in viiew of an era of

debreasing budgets for most organizations, it was gratifying to note

that increased monetaryy resources were .pot frequently mentioned as

'essential for cooperative efforts with other agencies to be initiated

or enhanced. Neither were potentially arduous or impossible changes

deemed essential such as

tional structures.

for IAC.

nstitutiqns of pOlitical;or organize,.,-

Instead, stet ants ind cated; Strong motivations

The next major items reported by the target popultionwere ante=

cedents necessary for initiating IAC'at the national or regional /local

levels. Contrary to results of many surveys ©f federal agency and

national professional organization personnel regarding. initiation of

new emphases, few respondents felt formal legislation or mandate. were

necessary. There was an overriding perspective that insurmountable

-Tiolitical constraints were ,nO present, although clear government

leadership was not evident. Almost double (58%:32%) the of

respondents felt that "turf" issues must be resolved at national

levels than at,regional/local levels before IAC would be successful.

Comments included problem caused by org nizational jealousies, compe-

tition for scarce resources and Spheres of expertise, and arguments

over responsibilities of service deli

"1
d



'TABLE 3

What Needs Must be Met for Your Organization to Effect
Collaborate with Other Agencies?*

At the National Level?

Clarify each agency's role
for working_with others

Develop, implementation plan ,_,

for cooldinating IAC efforts 31%

Increase monetary resources

Increase knowledge of effective
service delivery programq

Pass legislative mandates

No needs

IAC will, zever work

* Percentages reflect the total
stating a specific opinion.

Anecdote

level caused

15%

06%

08%.

05%

13

vely

At the Re -tonal or Local Level?

Clarify each agency's role
for working with'others 33%

Develop implementation plan
for coordinating LAC
efforts

Understaad significance
of IAC

needs

IAC will never work

Mass legislative Wan-

Maintain autoncmy

Increase knowledge of
effectiveness of other
programs

rcentage of respondents (N = 100)

phasized concerns that such ambiguity at the national

sistencies and

regional/ local:levels..

rvice delivery lags at the

fact, role clarification was felt neces-
-.

+mirk by almost one-third (30%) of participants for effective national

IAC and one-fifth (20%)' of all participants for successful INC at

regional/ local levels. Yet ,a systematic plan

cial fOr regional /local level IAC (27%) than national IAC (2O%).

one-thixd (214%) of the respondents expressed a feeling that a

viewed as more

cent Al leader with appropriate political support would best

24%

10%

05%

0

01%

01%

01%



tate national Only 8% of all-res

at the regional/local level.

14

nden s felt this was necessary

Table. 4 below illustrates the c p_ ,prisons of perspectives regard-

A
necessary for successful national', and regional/localing antecede-

level LAC.

TABLE 4

What Antecedents are Necessary to Initia
True Interagency Collaboration?*

At the `National Level?

Overcome "turf" problems

Cleriff roles for working with
other agencies

Identify /elect leader with
political support

DevelopPIAC implementation plan

Pass legislative mandates

Create federal underptanding of
local problems & needs

Increase rotary resources

Reduce rol& of federal
-government

At the Regional or Local Level?

WV, 'Overcome "turf problems

30%

28%

20%.

Reduce role of federal govern-
15% ment

Increase. netary resou:
13%

Identify/elect leader with
09% .political backing

32%

Develop IAC implementation plan 27%

Clarify roles for working with
other agencies 0

'Educate public

07%

1

20%

07%

06%

03%

08%

Create federal understanding
of local problems' & needs 03%

Pass legislative. mandates

Change entire social structure
of U.S.

* Percentages reflect the total percentage indents (N 100)

stating a specific opinion.

02%

0



When gueried.cofrcerninT potential, roles of their organizations in

facilitating IAC, respondedts indicated a variety of options. Pa

cipants in the survey were enthusiastic about cooperating with each

other, increasing their aWareness of existent, information bases among

various agencies, and enhancing interagency communication.

A preponderance of respondents (58%) believed their, roles at the

national level were primarily to serve as detworks- linkingid ntified

needs with available, re sources and increasing awareness of-options.

Secondary roles participants described' for the agencies they repre-

sented were to provide technical assistance and introduce legislation

regarding IAC.

Respondents described a more direct service orientation when

identifying the-ir potential roles at regional /local levels. Almost

one - fourth (23%) of the survey participants believed their agencies

should stimulate regional and local networks and technical assistance.

a

Almost one-fifth %) felt that their agencies should initiate com-

munication among gional/ local service delivery. agen As indi-

cated in Table 5 below, very little emphasis was placed on serving as .

-IAC models (congrnt with later comments that such models were need-

ed); and no participants mentioned edilection towards regulatory

.roles or creation of formal organizational structures.

Respondents were next asked to describe problem:, in initiating

IAC at the national level. and at regional or local levels. Problems

of turf", or responsibility and delineated spheres oflexpertise were

fqlt to predominate at the national (44%) and regional/local (50%)

levels. These findings were consistent with earlier participant feel

in that turf issues would have to be resolved before true IAC could

40



be initiated at botli-levels. 7This overall perspective also lends even

mo re credence, to. the 'PSE contention ,in the'SecOnd Anntial Resort to

'ErLssCot (1981), that alaajor.Problem in service delivery is related to

difficulties in determining lines of respo ibi/ity.

TABLE 5 4

What Should -your Agency's Role Be in Facilitating
Interagency aollailo on?.

At the National Level?

erve as networking agency 58%

Introduce legislation re: IAC 15%

PrOvide technical assistance to
other agencies 14%

Don't }al 05%

Have no role at national level 03%

Serve as model of IAC 07%

Reduce a -penditu co%

-cal, evel

Serve as networkinTiagency 23%

Provide technical Rssistance 18%

A
itiate communication among
local service delivery

Provide writtefl documentation

of IAC

19%

02%

terve as LAC model 01%

Nothing

Percentages reflect the total percentage of es ndents (N - 100)

stating a specifieopinion.

02%

Resource constraints including money) were the second high6t

roblem designated by interviewees at the national and regional/local

levels (22% and 33% respectively). Lack of cOmmunication between

/ local and federal agencies was designdted as a significant concern at

regional /local levels (220.



17

Although not mentioned as frequently (15% and 13% e ct vely),

cern described regarding national-'or regional/local- levels was

the specific son initiating the IAC emphasis. Related' factors

mentioned were political constraints (14% and 10% respectively) and

lack of internal support in various national agencies (11%)A. Other

comments indicated a desire for "best practices" models.

it was significant that' initiation of JAG was not viewed .a a

heavy', paperwork-oriented' responsibility or as extremely time consum-
.

ing. There was surprisingly little mention of problems convening

agency representatives because of the number of agencies involved or

ue to 'geographic barriers. Table 6 below illustrates this positive

view of IAC as a' concept even when acknowledging problems in initiat-

ing cooperative efforts between agencies. Less than 5% of all re-
_

spondents related that LAC was viewed negatively, -or was ineffective

or impossible. Although problems in initiating LAC were reported,

the vast majority of participants stated that many national, regional,

and local resources:for collaboration existed. Table 7 below identi-

fies these resources.

The abiI to pool existing' resources for a coffin cause was

seen as the best resource currently available at national, regional

p

and local levels (34% and 25% respectively). The present state of the

economy was also' viewed as facilitative of collaborative efforts at

all levels. The national trend toward removing legal constraints and

explicitly tying some types of federal and state funds to mandated IAC

prosedures was mentioned by 19% of the respondents as facilitative.

Existent vehicles for networking such as data banks and newsletters

were listed as resources by.7% of all respondents.
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TABLE 6
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D. scribe Problems -in Initiating Interagency Collaboration*

1

At the N- b ona.l Level

"Turfdo "

Budgetary constraints

Specific individual initiating
IAC

At the Re iona al Leve

44% Turfdore

22% Lack of resources to Iple-
ment IAC at local levels 33%

15% Lack of communication between
local & federal agencies 22%

Political constraints 14%

Lack of internal
each agency 11%

Time coma tion' 08%

Lack' of communication
agencies

LaCk of communication from
.

federal .& other levels

07%

Specific individual initiat--
ing IAC

Political cCnstra nts

Lack of internal cimunication
in agencies

possible task

07% No problems

Inadequate definition of ag'ency
responsibilities for IAC 07

Difficulties convening agendies 03%

Needs not met by IAC

IAC is a negative term

Paperwork

03%

02%

01%

10%

13%

04%

03%

ficulty convening agencies 62%

Percentages reflect the total percentage of respondents (N - 100)

stating a specific opinion-
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Only 19% of all participants felt that models of best practices

were available for the,national level, and only 11% of the intervtew-

eeS felt they were available for the regional add lo vels. Less

than 2 of all respondents felt a lack of any IAC

level.

TABLE 7

Describe Resources or Facilitating Factots in
-Initiating Interagency Collaboration*

At the National Level

Pooling resources to work
toward a common cause 34%

Legal supports

_es at any

he Regional or Local Level

Pooling resources to work toward
common cause 25%

19% Local awareness of community
resources availabld 1:5%

Models of best practices Available 11%

State of the'national economy 09%

Leadership in LAC 13%

05%

State of the national economy 18%
--

Existent vehicles for networking 17%

Individual interest in IAC

Models of Best Practices

Grassroots involvement

Common se

Cannot identify resource

15%

09%

03%

01%

01% '

Local government loaner Yap

No resources 02%

Percentages reflect the total percentage
stating a specific opinion.

respondents N 100)

The lapt question asked of those surveyed was rather hypothetical

in nature. Participants were asked what outcomes for enhancement of

rural special education services would they expect at national, re- ,

gional, and local levels if they met with the other 99 interviewees as

.

_
representatives of federal and national organizations. There, _e
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many similarities- in their_responses -reg rding the natiOnal, regional,

equently expected outcomes were to

n llrikageS (27% at the national level and 15% at

e r 1s): Understandably, expected oUtcOmes at the

were more focuSed on improved' service delivery

(39%) alth also a focus at the national level (25%)- In

bottr,instarices, indicated tot improvements were expected to

eliminate'duplic responsibitities, enhance r ice delivery

and improve pers- eparatioft.

One-fifth (201+ hose surveyed felt that formal working _ree-

merits, regarding fAC 4ould

-..

that collaboratech would create an improved national focus on rural

be established, and one-fifth (20% felt

issues.

Consistent with information reported earlier that changes in

organizational and legislated structures were not priorities of this

prestigious group, only 9% expected changes in administrative struc-

tures to be outcomes of a national IAC meeting. A number of partici-

pants (13%) were doubtful of potential outcomes given t current

political climate. (The study was conducted immediately after the

1980 U.S. presidential election. Many persons interviewed expected

significant changes in their agencies as the'new administration was

installed in the executive branch.)

Table 8 below outlines expected outcomes cif those in el iewe

were they to engage-in collaborative efforts lth the Ituies of

other., respondents
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8

If .a Group of Federal Agencies add Professionals Convened to
Collaborate to Enhance.Rural=Special Education Services,

What Outcomes Would YOu E.,,pect?*

At the National Level

Establish communisation
linkages 27%

Improve ;changesin service
delivery' 25%

Establish formal- working
agreement for IAC 20%

Improved national focus on 20%

rural issues 20%

No outcomes expected in current
political climate 10%

Legislative changes

Changes in administrative
structure 09%

Increase cost effectiveness
of services 06%

Attitude changes 04%

Percentages reflect, the total
stating a specific opinion.

At the Re ionalor Local Level

Improve service delivery
'at Olcal level

Establish communication
linkages

Implement funding changes to
impact local districts
agencies

Create awareness of local.
rural issues

39%

15%

15%

10%

Disseminate best practices 04%

No outcomes expected in current
political climate 02%

rcentage of respondents = 100)

In sum mary, IAC was viewecl, positively and as increasingly essen-

tial. Resources for effective collaboration at all levels were identi-

fied. Yet survey participants identified significant problems such as

,turf,protection and interagency role clarification that will be diffi-

cult to overcome. Participants felt the need for internal, age cy

plans as well as a systematic national plan and central leadership at

the national level. A significant number of respondents felt a need

for effective "best practice models" for IAC.



viewed as natural, method cf achieving common 'goals.

pOlitiCal mood includ ng legis atures demanding .evidence of the effec-
'.

of expenditures and handicapped str -nts, parents, and advo-
.

cacy grouPs demanding quality services, there. i a'trend for federal

id state funding tv be icitly tied to or heavily biased toward.

the formation or maintenance of collaborative arrangements among

S,related to, education.

paper offering perspectives on interorganizational r lat on-

ships submitted by Lynn Baker to the WIE in 1980 summarized theo

of interorganizati6a1 collaboration.. Her summary concluded 'that'

although'decision makerh may view IAC arrangements-as opportunities..to

increase'iheir efficiency andability biachieVe organizational goals,

much cif the current literature on collaboration is based on unreal-
.

istic assumptions of rationalistic, goal-oriented organizations seek-

ing thalmaximize their utilities through cooperation.

Baker elaborated on this reasoning by reporting 'that external

mandates frequently resulted in organizational conflict over program

emphases, particularly when organizational members felt driven into

areas where they lacked resources or expertise (Baker, 1980). The

implications of external PI. 94-142 mandates and the typical lack of

pecial, education resources in rural LEAs are obvious. Molnar. and

Borers (1979) had noted that structural inconsistencies in federal

mandates tended to "exacerbate conflicts at the operational level"

such as those regarding allocation of responsibilities.



_The atd this problem. For

the 1980-81 studyample, needs_ for improved tAe-iden

ederal agenc- rsonnel had ramifications discerned in the 1980 study

rural local school level (e.g., incoUgruities between Title I

andPIA 94-142 regulations).

Perrow (1979) pustulated that (1) conflict is rmr re likely

-occur in mo complex, interdependent, and interactive relationships,

and,,,S2Yconf evitable because entities continuously negotiate

to increase their own discretion and control over their own opinions.

If these premises are tiue, educational -collaboratives and other

interagency relattionships are certainly vulnerable.

,--As evidence of such conflict, the Technical Assistance Dis emins-
.

tion System (TADS) discovered via a national study of early childhood

handicapped educators that while, IAC was viewed as he greatest

strength, of these service providers, it was also noted to be one' of

the greatebt stress producerS (Black, et al., 1980

As reported above, participants in the IMP national

federal agency professional organization personnel. noted,a late of

validated models for the. Although this respondent population felt

the need for suc models' NIE-fundeeFar West Laboratory study

indicated that

when attempts

enhance .collaborbiti

many the,efforts,

LAC models

as one of the first essential steps. Baker identified numerous

'best not to endorse "best' valid ted models

tv provide opportunities to share insights and

:king. As this is the express purpose of

s are particulary relevant.

publighed typically featdre "consensus"

ces in LNC- tune indicating that consensuality n such
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cal. The only reliable factors

inevitable conflicts

_ality an
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Atypi-

-0 be changing environment etand_

-- ---
McLaughlin and Christensente (1980) attempted

, .

nationally disseminated model --IAC

'validate one
.

After site .visits to exemplary

programs to assess Consistency of process stepp with

published IAC'todel4 they. ported-that processes' delineated as

the

mon steps" could not be specified nor could their order be validated.

er, action steps were inseparably intertwined, and each was com-

pleted several times. Persons interviewed during the study indicated,

that

that all of the steps outlined to them were important and

he question velopmental eps should not be dismissed

without reconsideration of barriers to. development.

McLaughlin and Christensen (1980) further stated that many, of the

conditions they identified suggested even though the steps may

have been accomplished, they may. not have been done'so effectively.

Although their study Aid not emerge with the expected :importance of

the order or the steps outlined br,the'RRC, McLaughlin and Christensen

did ob some logical sequencing in the exemplary programs in which

they conducted site visits. Fmr example, the development of infor-

mation base on client needs, and service availability naturally precede

the design of a response plan. They concluded that careful consider-

at on of the process set forth in the model (established by the 1979

Regional Resource Center Task'Force on IAC) could lead to productive

planning.

Collaboration " clearly is not necessarily a direct route to

efficiency and effectiveness, and foolproof best practices models of



horse,

25

fable. While the cart must be placed behind the

LAC is an essential vehicle at federal as well as regional and

local levels. Ambig ies at the national level are dirictly linked

h inconsistencies and service delivery lags at the' regional and

t
al levels= . Additionally, there have been -,consi nt findings

en national and local studies o rural IAC problems, such as

6roblans in clarifying ac Lability structures.

Many unanswered. questions remain regarding effective governance,

service delivery, and impact of LAC, and the impact on service delive

of varying organizational structures. Yet, .a _realistic look at intek-

organizational relationships including necessary and effect rzate:

gies of recognizing and negotiating with environmental change, con-

flict, control, and cooperation, is.essential so that we may be able to .7

coordinate se :ices for special needs populationi%effectively c_ This

is imperative in rural areas Tonally Characterized by scarce

resources and currently faced with clining budgets.
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